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Hon. Sam Raysurn, 
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Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: By direction of the Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations, I submit herewith the committee’s third report 
to the 86th Congress. The committee’s report is based on a study 
made by its Special Subcommittee on the Reno Interstate Highway. 


Wituram L. Dawson, Chairman. 
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86TH CONGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT 
1st Session No. 292 


RENO-SPARKS-VERDI INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 
(Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce) 


Apri 23, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Dawson of Illinois, from the Committee on Government 
Operations, submitted the following 


THIRD REPORT 


SUBMITTED BY THE SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE RENO 
INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 


” On April 22, 1959, the Committee on Government Operations had 
before it for consideration a report entitled, ‘‘Reno-Sparks-Verdi In- 
terstate Highway (Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Com- 
merce).” 

After consideration of the report as submitted, upon motion made 
and seconded, the report was approved and adopted as the report of 
the full committee. The chairman was directed to transmit a copy 
to the Speaker of the House. 


I. Tue PrRoBLteM 


In this report, the subcommittee has addressed its attention to the 
economy and efficiency of activities of the Bureau of Public Roads in 
connection with its approval in September 1958 of a highway route 
through downtown Reno (the Third Street route) to cost approxi- 
mately $36 million. This highway would begin at the California line 
- proceed eastward for about 20 miles, through Verdi, Reno, and 

parks. 

The location of the route has been a matter of intense local 
controversy. 

Other routes (Court Street, Commercial Row, and Seventh Street) 
acceptable to the Nevada State Highway Department and the Bureau 
of Public Roads would cost less than the approved Third Street route. 
Opponents of the Third Street route contend that a North Rim route 


1 
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bypassing downtown Reno would cost the Federal Government from 
$12 to $15 million less. Both the State of Nevada and the Bureau of 
Public Roads contend that the North Rim route would not satisfy 
current or future traffic needs of the area. 

The basic question then is one of economy of expenditure, although 
there are also subsidiary questions concerning “coercion and pressure” 
by the Federal Government in route selection, adequacy of the notice 
of hearing, whether additional hearings are required by reason of 
changes in Third Street route plans, ro whether the economic impact 
upon the community of the approved route was adequately considered. 


II. Srarutory Provisions 


Section 108 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 374, 
Public Law 627, 84th Cong.) declared the early completion of the 
National System of Interstate Highways ‘“‘to be essential to the 
national interest.’”” In August 1958, Congress codified highway aid 
laws (72 Stat. 885, Public Law 85-767) incorporating substantially 
the same declaration of policy. 

While the administration of the Federal-aid highway laws is lodged 
within the Department of Commerce in its Bureau of Public Roads, 
planning, construction, and maintenance of interstate highways are 
performed by the State government. 

To encourage construction of the Interstate System, the Federal 
Government furnishes 90 percent of project costs. Because of the 
large Federal landholdings in the State, Nevada receives 95 percent. 

In order to finance the Interstate Highway System, the 1956 act 


and subsequent amendments authorized appropriations in excess of 
$35 billion over a 13-year period, ending June 30, 1969. 

Statutory provisions relating to issues raised herein are contained 
in subsections (b) and (c) of section 116 of the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1956 as follows: 


Sec. 116.1 DecLARATIONS oF Pouicy Wrra REsprect TO 
FrepEeRAL-Aip Highway PROGRAM 
om * Bd * * 


(b) CompLetTion oF INTERSTATE System: * * * It is 
further declared that one of the most important objectives 
of this Act is the prompt completion of the Interstate 
System. Insofar as possible in consonance with this objec- 
tive, existing highways located on an interstate route shall be 
used to the extent that such use is practicable, suitable, and 
feasible, it being the intent that local needs, to the extent practi- 
cable, suitable, and feasible, shall be given equal consideration 
uth the needs of interstate commerce * * * [Italics supplied.] 

(c) Pusiic Hearinas: * * * Any State highway depart- 
ment which submits plans for a Federal-aid highway project 
involving the bypassing of, or going through, any city, town, 
or village, either incorporated or unincorporated, shall certify 
to the Commissioner of Public Roads that it has had public 
hearings, or has afforded the opportunity for such hearings, 
and has considered the economic effects of such a 
location * * *, 

1 As previously noted, Federal-Aid Highway Acts were codified in 1958. Provisions of sec. 116(b) of the 


1956 act are now contained in the last sentence of sec. 101 of the codification, and sec. 116(c) in sec. 128 of the 
codification. 
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III. Backcrounp 


During March, April, and May 1955, the Highway Department of 
the State of Nevada undertook an origin and destination survey of 
automobile traffic in the Reno area preparatory to locating an inter- 
state route in the Reno area. The survey consists of home and road- 
side interviews to determine routes taken by vehicles entering and 
leaving the area. 

During the survey, approximately 26,000 drivers were stopped 
within a 6-week period. This represents 85 percent of vehicles pass- 
ing fixed station points. Home interviews were also conducted, the 
occupants of one in every six dwellings being interviewed. 
fF >In April 1956, the State of Nevada, with the approval of the Bureau 
of}Public Roads, retained two nationally prominent firms of traffic 
consultants (Richardson, Gordon and Associates, and Wilbur Smith 
and Associates) to make studies to determine the location and design 
of the interstate route. The report of the consultants made available 
to the State in February 1957 stated: 


As in most urban route location studies, there is no one route 
for the Reno-Sparks Freeway, which is superior in all respects 
to other routes. The cheapest alinement, and the alinement 
which causes the least disruption to residents of the area is not 
the alinement which would provide the needed traffic services and 
relief from both present and future traffic congestion. [Italics 
supplied.] 


A project report in April 1958, prepared at the request of the Sub- 
committee on Legal and Monetary Affairs, the Bureau of Public 
Roads noted: ? 


* * * At the California State line, the average daily flow 
of Nevada passenger cars was less than 500 vehicles per 
day, out of 3,800 vehicles, while in the midst of the city it 
exceeded 10,000 vehicles. There, it may be deduced that 
despite the importance of the U.S. 40 * transcontinental route 
to commercial and recreational pursuits, it provides greatest 
service in the study area in urban sections where it is used 
daily by thousands of Nevadans in their normal routine of 
trips for work, shopping, and social, recreational, and other 
purposes. For greatest traffic service to the Reno-Sparks area, 
the proposed freeway must be located to serve the large volume 
of locally generated trips. [Italic supplied.] 

2 The work undertaken by the Legal and Monetary Affairs Subcommittee on the Reno Interstate High- 
way was assumed and continued by the Special Subcommittee on the Reno Interstate Highway on Feb. 
1, 1959. When the Subcommittee on Legal and Monetary Affairs first became apprised, in early 1958, 
of the Reno controversy, Chairman Blatnik communicated with the Bureau of Public Roads. As a result 
of his interest, the Bureau undertook an investigation which was completed in April 1958. No discrepan- 
cies were reported. Later, the GAO, in a report (covering up to the period prior to Third Street approval 


by the Bureau of Public Roads) made available to the subcommittee, found no deficiencies. 
34th St., Reno’s principal business thoroughfare. 
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(6) Route possibilities. 
The following five alternate routes were discussed in the con- 
sultants’ report: 


(1) The Northern Bypass route (line F): Although its con- 
struction was conceded to cost substantially less than any 
centrally located route, the northern bypass was found to 
be unsatisfactory because ‘“‘through”’ traffic is a small per- 
centage of the area’s total traffic. 

(2) The same conclusions (as in (1) above) were found to 
apply to the southern bypass route (line S). 

Three routes which would penetrate the central business 
district are as follows: 

(3) The Seventh Street route (line A) was found to pro- 
vide good relief to U.S. 40, particularly in its more congested 
areas, easy access to downtown areas, both in Reno and 
Sparks, and would relieve congestion in other downtown 
areas of Reno. 

(4) The Commercial Row route (line C) was found to 
provide good relief to U.S. 40, particularly in its more con- 
gested areas, easy access to downtown areas, both in Reno 
and Sparks, and would relieve congestion in other downtown 
areas of Reno. 

(5) The conclusions with respect to item (4) were consid- 
ered equally applicable to the Court Street route (line G). 


Reaction against the Seventh Street route by owners of residential 
property resulted in a resolution against its construction by the City 
Council of Reno in February 1957. Resolutions by the council in 
March and April 1957, respectively, disapproved the Court Street and 
Commercial Row routes. 


(c) Third Street route (lines N and O) 


The rejection of the central business district routes led the director 
of the Regional Planning Commission (embracing Reno, Sparks, and 
Washoe County) to request the State to study a route ‘‘along or in the 
vicinity of Third Street.’”’ The State then requested the consultants 
to extend their study to include the Third Street route. 

The study, which was completed in November 1957, notes: 


It cannot be emphasized too strongly that the selection of 
the location for the Reno-Sparks Freeway should be made in 
consideration of the patterns of traffic demand and the 
various other facilities which will, or could be, constructed 
to serve this demand. The study of the freeway cannot be 
isolated completely from consideration of an overall major 
street system integrated with the freeway. 


The Third Street route was found to be feasible. Although in report- 
ing to the Legal and Monetary Affairs Subcommittee, the Bureau of 
Pubiic Roads noted that it would serve “the major travel desires in the 
Reno-Sparks area,’”’ the report also notes, however,” the engineering 
study indicated that this route would be the most costly of any studied for 
the Reno-Sparks Freeway.’’ (Italic supplied.) An elevated route 





RENO-SPARKS-VERDI INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 5 


(line O, the selected route) alone Third Street was considered more 
costly than a depressed Third Street route (line N), although i 
solution of the street’s drainage problems could add “considerably” to 
the cost of the de eeebnial route. 

It is readily conceded that the selection of the Third Street route 
was acompromise. Although the consultants found the Court Street 
route “superior” to all other routes, the Bureau of Public Roads 
favored the Seventh Street route. 


(d) North Rim route (line R) 

The most vociferous objectors to the Third Street route are the 
proponents of the North Rim route. In their November 1957 report 
on Third Street, the consultants discuss the North Rim route: 

Some residents of the area have proposed a North Rim 
route for the Reno-Sparks Freeway as the best solution to 
the route location problem. This route would bypass the 
area even further north than Line F, the bypass route, which 
was previously analyzed by the consultants. Since the 
North Rim route would completely bypass the entire urban 
area, it would provide negligible service to local traffic. * * * 
The future traffic potential to such a route would consist 
primarily of the relatively light volumes of through traffic and 
a small portion of the traffic entering and leaving the area. 
The total traffic served would be less than a fifth of that 
served by any of the central freeway routes. The North Rim 
route would offer very little toward the solution of the prob- 
lem of providing for the future traffic needs of the Reno- 
Sparks area. 

* * * The total traffic served by the North Rim route 
would be less than a fifth of that served by anv of the central 
freeway routes. This is because the central routes would 
serve local east-west volumes which are of great magnitudes 
when compared with external volumes served by any of the 
bypasses. Heavy movements occur between er ntown 
Reno and Sparks, for example, which can only be served 
effectively by a central alinement. It is vital, in the interests 
of best traffic service to the area, to adequately serve the 
traffic generated by both Reno and Sparks. /t 7s clear that 
a bypass of the Reno-Sparks area unil not meet tre real trans- 
portation nels of the area. (Italics suppliet.) 


In May 1958 Congressman Baring questioned the accuracy of the 
$8 million sum alleged by the Bureau of Public Roads to be the 
acquisition cost of the right-of-way on the Third Street route. When 
Congressman Blatnik brought these allegations to the attention of 
Deputy Public Roads Commissioner Turner, the Bureau retained 
Beasley & Beasley, independent appraisers, to reappraise the right-of- 
way. In their report, dated August 1, 1958, Beasley & Beasley valued 
the right-of-way at approximately $13.6 million but added that 
$2.5 million could be saved by what the Bureau calls “‘minor’’ revisions 
in the route. The Bureau also retained a retired regional engineer 
who checked and later verified State construction cost estimates of 
this route. 

39616—59——2 
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(e) Approval of the Third Street route 

On November 26, 1957, pursuant to notices published in two area 
papers on November 12, 13, 22, and 23, a public hearing was held in 
compliance with section 116(c) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1956. 

Prior to the hearing, a mosaic showing all of the proposed routes 
including Seventh Street, Commercial Row, and Court Street (not- 
withstanding the previous disapproval of these routes by the City 
Council of Reno), the Northern Bypass, and Third Street route, was 
on display, and, as well, a black and white map showing “what the 
State believed was a North Rim route location.” * 

In addition, the Reno Chamber of Commerce distributed 30,000 
copies of a pamphlet, ““You and Your Freeway,” showing the alternate 
routes. A week before the hearings, this pamphlet was sent to all 
persons on the local utility subscriber lists. 

Subsequently, plans for the Third Street route, including provisions 
for railroad grade crossing elimination structures, were approved 
locally. However, on July 31, 1958, the Bureau of Public Roads dis- 
approved the provision for the grade crossing eliminations, contending 
that they were not eligible for 95 percent Interstate System financ’ng. 

The Third Street plans were then approved by the State and local 
bodies without the grade crossing climinations. No additional public 
hearing was held on the revised plans. On September 3, 1958, the 
Bureau approved the revised plans. 


IV. HEARINGS 


Following staff investigation, the subcommittee held hearings in 
Reno on February 24, 25, and 26, 1959, in the State Auditorium 
Building. 

In addition to hearing testimony from citizens representing both 
opponents and proponents of the Third Street route, the subcommittee 
heard from the following: 


Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Commerce: Frank C. Turner, 
Deputy Commissioner. 
State of Nevada: 
Huston Mills, former State highway engineer. 
Orvis E. Reil, chief planning survey engineer, highway depart- 
ment. 
Robert C. Meissner, executive vice president, Meissner Engi- 
neers, Chicago, Ill. 
Washoe County Board of Commissioners: Hon. Ray Peterson, com- 
missioner. 
City of Reno: 
Hon. Len Harris, mayor. 
Hon. William L. Foster, member, city council. 
Regional Planning Commission of Reno, Spar ks and W ashoe County: 
Raymond M. Smith, director of planning. 
City of Sparks: Hon. Robert J. Sullivan, mayor pro tem and member 
of city council. 


4 The State never surveyed the North Rim route. A survey was conducted by the Bureau of Public 
Roads subsequent to the November 26, 1957, hearings. 
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The Honorable Grant Sawyer, Governor of Nevada, attended the 
hearings, although not as a witness. He was accompanied by Hon. 
Keith L. Lee, State controller, and Hon. Roger D. Foley, attorney 
general, who with the Governor constitute the State highway board 
At its invitation, Congressman Walter S. Baring, of Nevada, sat with 
the subcommittee. 

V. TEsTIMONY 


(a) Route selection—The uniqueness of Reno 


In his opening statement, Congressman Blatnik, chairman of the 
special subcommittee, while noting that the Federal Government has 
a “‘great stake’’ in the selection of a route by reason of its substantial 
financial participation, stated that “the primary responsibility for the 
selection of the route rests on State and local shoulders.” 

Deputy Commissioner of Public Roads Turner told the subcom- 
mittee that interstate routes are selected by action of the State high- 
way department of each State as provided by the Federal Highway 
Act of November 9, 1921, subject to approval by the Bureau of 
Public Roads: 


We do not approve a State’s request until after our own 
independent examination of it has indicated to us that in 
our opinion it is satisfactory and justifies our approval for 
an authorization to expend Federal-aid funds on it. 


In explaining procedures of the Bureau of Public Roads, 
Turner stated: 


Although the Bureau of Public Roads cannot officially 
take action on any proposal by a State until it is officially 
transmitted to us by the State department of highways, our 
engineers do work informally on a day-to-day basis with the 
engineers of the State in order to achieve a maximum of co- 
ordination and liaison at all times. 


Mr. Turner noted the close working relationship between the 
Nevada State Highway Department and the Bureau of Public Roads, 
stating that the Bureau of Public Roads participated generally with 
the State in all engineering studies. 

A letter from Assistant Commissioner (Bureau of Public Roads) 
Williams shed further light upon Federal procedures: 


While representatives of the Bureau of Public Roads may 
have opinions on the merits of the several locations under 
study and may if called upon give advice and explain the 
merits or demerits of the several locations, it is not proper 
practice for a Bureau representative to state publicly what 
their decision will be until they have a specific recommenda- 
tion presented to them by the State highway department. 


Under the laws of Nevada, localities are required to approve route 
locations as a conc ition precedent to their selection. 

Mr. Turner explained the problem of route selection in the Reno 
area as follows: 


The choice of a route in the Reno-Sparks area is essentially 
a job of applied engineering economics since there are no 
particularly difficult or unusual engineering problems on any 
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* the possible routings. The analysis of a project based 
on the engineering economic approach has a long-accepted 
‘ ace in engineering practice. * * * The method of analyz- 
ing a proposed highway improvement is to make a road user 
benefit analysis and to determine its benefit-cost ratio. This 
has been used as a standard procedure for many years by 
most State highway departments, the Bureau of Public 
Roads, and consulting engineers operating in the highway 
field. 
Further, he said: 

The problem in route selection in the Reno-Sparks area 
is not necessarily that of choosing a location with the lowest 
initial construction cost, but rather to choose one which 
provides a substantial annual return to the largest number 
of highway users and at the same‘time fits in with community 
planning, needs, and desires. 


In addition, Commissioner Turner pointed out the uniqueness of 
traffic characteristics of the Reno area: 


Studies for the Nation on all highway systems including 
the Interstate, have shown that about 85 percent of all 
vehicular trips are of less than 20 miles in length and only 
about 5 percent are for more than 50 miles. In this respect, 
traffic approaching the Reno-Sparks area is characteristically 
different. Of all vehicles approaching from California, over 
80 percent have foreign license plates indicating trips con- 


siderably greater than 20 miles in length. Of the vehicles 
approaching from the east of Sparks over 50 percent have 
foreign license plates indicating trips generally in excess of 
400 miles. 


Mr. Turner also contended that the location of the interstate route 
for Reno is a unique one because in an area of its population size, a 
bypass route would usually be preferred to a through-town route: 


The Reno-Sparks area differs greatly from the pattern 
throughout the Nation in another respect. National aver- 
ages show that approximately 58 percent of the vehicles 
approaching small urban areas (5,000 to De 000 popula- 
tion) desire to bypass those communities. Generally the 
traffic desiring to bypass a community is decreased in 
amount as the population of the area increases, to approxi- 
mately 7 percent for urbon areas having a population from 
% to 1 million people. The origin and destination surveys 
conducted in the Reno-Sparks area show a very special 
characteristic in that less than 10 percent of the rural traffic 
approaching the area desire to pass through without stopping. 
This situation dictates the necessity for avoiding a bypass 
type of route and suggests that in the national average the 
Reno-Sparks area in this respect compares with cities in the 
one-half million population class. 
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(b) Downtown v. North Rim route 

During the hearings, much of the argument centered upon the $36 
million estimated cost of the Third Street route against the $23 million 
estimated cost of the North Rim route. Alluding to cost differences 
between an in-town route and a bypass, Mr. Turner stated: 


There is no question that lower construction costs and 
less disruption to community life would occur if a route 
could be selected completely outside of these congested areas 
or in some area where there were no topographic or right-of- 
way problems. To construct the easy line described in this 
example (a bypass route), however, would not as adequately 
serve a majority of highway users’ needs, and would require 
at some future date the eventual construction of the more 
difficult facility which did correspond with the travel desire 
lines. Ultimately the motorist would be paying not for one 
but for two lines with which to resolve only one traffic 
problem. In actual practice, therefore, the apparently least 
costly line could be expected to eventually involve a greater 
total expenditure of public funds. 

With respect to traffic capacity of interstate routes, Mr. Turner 
said: 

On the Interstate System these standards are required by 
law to be adequate to accommodate the types and volume 
of traffic forecast for the year 1975 with a right-of-way width 
adequate to permit construction of projects up to these 
standards. 


Relating the above standard to Reno, Mr. Turner added: 


By 1975, the traffic desiring to use Fourth Street (present 
Route 40, Reno’s principal business street) is estimated to 
be double the volume which is using it today. During the 
peak hours this route has already reached its practical 
capacity and is therefore congested and unsatisfactory to the 
motorist for free and easy movement. 


Mr. Turner noted that in addition to the cost of the north rim route, 
at least $10 million would be required to widen Fourth Street which 
he contended even then would not provide a fully satisfactory facility 
because it would not provide for future growth. Mr. Turner con- 
tended that “the apparent lower construction cost figure of the North 
Rim bypass route (R), therefore, is an illusion because it does not 
correctly reflect the ultimate cost which the public will have to pay.” 

Chairman Blatnik pointed out that cost is not the sole criterion in 
public works construction: 

* * * cost alone is not the whole story in all instances, 
for a higher cost project could very well be more efficient 
and could provide greater community benefits than a low- 
cost project. 
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He added: 


There is the matter of determining the economy and 
efficiency, what we call the benefit-cost ratio. If one road 
costs twice as much as the other one, but carries three or four 
times the traffic volume, the road that costs twice as much is 
a more efficient one, in relative terms a cheaper one. It is 
in those terms we in Public Works consider the expenditure of 
public funds on every public project, whether it be hydraulic 
power, public buildings, rivers and harbors, inland navigation, 
roads, or the Interstate Highway System. 


Data on proposed routes 
CONSULTANTS’ DATA 


| 
| Reno-Sparks section 


| Length in Total esti- 
miles mated cost | Benefit-cost Average 
ratio daily traffic 
| served 1975 


| 
| 
| 


© 


9, 950 
15, 000 
16, 400 
15, 400 
15, 200 
15, 600 


F—Northern Bypass............-..--..-- 20 3 | $21, 000, 000 | 
A—Seventh Street _. 5 27, 000, 000 | 

—Third Street (elevated) __-..----- | 36,000,000 | 
N—Third Street (depressed) Pi ntnaee ¢ 35, 000, 000 | 
C—Commercial Row_.- 34, 000, 000 | 
I ani i ele cin . 33, 000, 000 | 


PD En Garis 
none 


ADDITIONAL BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS ESTIMATES 





O—as approved.__..._--- Leth ek tena tad aan 20.0 | 36,000,000 | 
le ccc ctsttidpaedénotandinges 22.2 | 23,000,000 
ee BIE oc op cccccenscecncccuscs 20. 6 22, 000, 000 


In pointing out the low benefit-cost ratio of the North Rim route 
(1.1) to the higher (4.6) ratio of the Third Street route, Mr. Turner 
explained: 


The benefit ratio is similar to the earnings on any capital 
investment, a manufacturer or anybody else investigating 
capital funds. The benefit ratio is the ratio between the 
annual savings to the motorists through decreased gasoline 
costs and tires, decreased insurance premiums and all of 
those things going into the operation of a vehicle, the de- 
creased cost of that equated on an annual basis, divided by 
the annual cost of the improvement and that means that a 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.1, the taxpayer would be getting back 
just 1% times as much per year as it cost him. In other 
words, he’d be barely getting ahead, one-tenth of 1 point. 

A 4.6 benefit-cost ratio, however, means that he would be 
getting back each year in savings 4%» times as much as he was 
spending for that improvement. Naturally a benefit-cost 
ratio of 4.6 is a far more desirable return on the public invest- 
ment that 1.1 is. 


Mr. Turner, although admitting that “the estimated construction 
cost of this route (Third Street) is the highest of all those studied,” 
said that— 


the estimates traffic volume served by it is at the same 
time the highest of all the studied routes. * * * The Bureau 
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concurs in the Nevada Department of Highways finding that 
the Interstate System in the Reno area should be generally 
located closely adjacent to, or through, the downtown portion 

of Reno, and further that any route not so located, even 
though less expensive initially, would in the long run involve 

just as large an expenditure of public funds, but with less 
traffic capacity having been obtained * * * 

In response to questioning by Congressman Jones, Mr. Turner 
stated that the suggestion of any group that would accomplish the 
greatest benefit to the greatest number of people would find a willing 
adherent in the Bureau of Public Roads: 


While the State and the Bureau have jointly concluded in 
the face of the facts and conditions here existing that the 
Third Street route (0) be developed as an acceptable location 
of the interstate route in this area, this does not necessarily 
mean that it is the only acceptable location which can be 
developed in the area. 


However, in response to Chairman Blatnik’s inquiry as to the 
Bureau’s position if a North Rim route had been requested by the 
State, Mr. Turner responded: 


* * * our examination of the material indicates that it 
would not comply with the desired lines of travel and the 
needs of the system in this area, and had it been submitted 
to us, assuming that it would have been presented in exactly 
the same form with the same information we now have before 
us, I see no way whereby we could have approved it. We 
would, I think, have had to disapprove it. 


In response to Congressman Griffin’s question as to the effect of 
$33 million spent to construct the North Rim route ($23 million) and 
widen Fourth Street ($10 million), Mr. Turner stated that compared 
to the Third Street route, it would be an inferior traffic service because 
there is no room for expansion. He doubted if all of the traffic that 
would use Fourth Street could be accommodated, even with the 
$10 million improvement. 

The Washoe County-Reno-Sparks regional planning commissioner 
testified that as a result of studies undertaken by the commission, it 
was concluded that ‘‘a central freeway routing is an absolute necessity 
to the traffic and economic needs of this area.”’ 


(c) Approval of Third Street route 

On July 31, 1958, the Bureau advised the State that it would not 
approve financing the Third Street grade crossing elimination struc- 
tures with ‘Interstate’ funds. Mr. Turner explained: 


These structures, since they are clearly a desirable part of 

overall development of the transportation system of the cities 

of Reno and Sparks, were indicated by us to be fully accept- 

able for financing with other regularly apportioned primary 

or urban funds. 

The State deleted (with the acquiescence of local bodies) the grade 
crossings from the submission and as amended, the plans were approved 
by the Bureau of Public Roads on September 3, 1958. 
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Mr. Baring pointed out that the You and Your Freeway”’ pamphlet 
which had been prepared by the State highway department and dis- 
tributed by the Reno Chamber of Commerce, prior to the public 
hearings in Reno, stated that 


“While the Third Street route was the most costly, it would 
require construction of two street underpasses under the rail- 
road in Reno, without which the plan would be unworkable,” 
[italics added]|— 


and with the elimination of these structures, that the “tinsel” was 
removed from the attractiveness of the Third Street route. 

Mr. Turner replied there was no question as to the desirability of 
the grade elimination structures but contended that if constructed, the 
financing should be from “primary”? funds, whereby the State of 
Nevada would pay 17 percent of the cost, as opposed to the more 
liberal provisions of the Interstate System financing in which the 
State would furnish only 5 percent of the cost. 

Mr. Mills, the former State highway engineer, testified that in 
resubmitting recommendations for the Third Street route, the State 
noted that the grade separation changes would be constructed with 
primary or secondary road funds. 

Both ex-Senator Brown, appearing on behalf of a proponent of the 
North Rim route, and Mr. Francovich, appearing on his own behalf as 
a North Rim proponent, raised question as to the lack of public hear- 
ings following the deletion of the grade separation structures from the 
Bureau of Public Roads’ approval of the Third Street route. 

Mr. Turner denied that the Third Street route changes necessitated 
further hearings. He said that “it is a matter of financing,” alluding 
to the fact that this construction would be eligible to participate al- 
though on the less liberal financing provisions for primary roads. 

Mr, Turner stated that— 

The purpose of the public hearings is to provide an assured 
method whereby the State can give to the public information 
concerning the State’s highway construction proposals. At 
the same time, the hearings give the State an additional 
opportunity to receive information from local sources which 
they consider would be of value to the State in making its 
decision as to the route location. * * * The hearing thus is 
not normally held on a detailed final design alinement, but 
rather on a proposed corridor type of general location. 


In response to interrogation by Congressman Griffin, Mr. Mac- 
Cauley, one of the principal proponents of the North Rim route stated 
that he had been unsuccessfully attempting to obtain a survey of the 
North Rim route by the State highway department for 4 years. Again 
in response to questioning by Mr. Griffin, Mr. MacCauley contended 
that the only thing he was interested in was a physical survey of the 
North Rim which would relate to the cost of constructing such a high- 
way. He further conceded that if the survey showed that the North 
Rim was not feasible, he and other North Rim proponents would 
accept another route. The State highwev engineer declared that he 
had been ordered to survey the North Rim route and that the sur- 
vey was to be completed “shortly.” 

Mr. MacCauley alleged that although repeatedly requested, the 
State highway board never produced any economic studies reflecting 
the economic impact of the route location. 
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(d) Line J—The Verdi Cutoff 


Congressman Baring asserted that the Federal Government had 
“coerced” and brought undue pressure upon the local citizens and 
officials to achieve local approval of the Verdi Cutoff (line J). 

The Washoe Board of County Commissioners had approved a Verdi 
Cutoff by resolution dated May 20,1957. After a public hearing, the 
board rescinded its approval on July 5, 1957. On August 7, 1957, the 
board approved line J, after the State made changes in the route 
alinement. 

Washoe County Commissioner Peterson explained that at the time 
the board initially approved line J (one of three possible routes in the 
area), the approval was based upon a map indicating the location of 
the route. Howered: upon physically examining the route, because 
of the general contour of the land (a large depression on the west side 
of Verdi) and because the proposed line would have virtually de- 
stroyed the property of one of Verdi’s prominent ranchers, he and 
another member prevailed upon the board to reconsider and rescind 
its earlier action. Following route re-alinement, the board reinstated 
its earlier approval. 

The August 7 action occurred after a telephone conversation 
between County Commissioner Peterson and Mr. Turner, following 
which Mr. Turner confirmed in a telegram, dated August 7, 1957, 
that line J “provides maximum highway benefits and is the best 
location to meet both engineering and economic needs of this important 
route.” 

Similar opinion was expressed in a letter of August 5, 1957, from 
the division engineer of the Bureau of Public Roads to the board in 
which he stated that line J ‘‘was the superior and most feasible route.” 
He stated that he “again concurred in the views of the highway 
department and that no other route warrants consideration,’ and 
referred to approval of the route on February 21, 1957. Mr. Turner 
said that the February 21 route approval merely related to the corridor 
type of general location and not the final design plans. 

In Mr. Turner’s telegram, he referred to a previous telegram 
(August 6) from the regional engineer, Bureau of Public Roads, to 
Commissioner Peterson, in whic h the regional engineer stated that 
line J is ‘the only location acc eptable for the expenditure of Federal 
funds.” 

In response to questioning by Chairman Blatnik, Mr. Turner stated 
that the approval of route J in Verdi does not determine or preclude a 
downtown route for Reno. Mr. Turner stated that any route sub- 
sequently found feasible in the Reno-Sparks area could be utilized. 


VI. CoMMENTS 


(a) Reliance on experts—Relation to route selection 


In general, proponents of the north rim route (opponents of a down- 
town route) made adequate presentations. However, arrayed against 
arguments favoring a north rim route were the position of the Bureau 
of Public Roads and State highway department, the approval of the 
local bodies required under Nevada law and the report of the inde- 
pendent experts all advocating a downtown route. 

In matters requiring technical knowledge, great reliance is placed 
on expert opinion. In relating this to the selection of a Reno inter- 
state route, Chairman Blatnik noted: 
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Referring to the fact that many groups in favor of other 
routes may not and do not have the benefit of adequate 
enough engineering counsel, may I point out that the State 
department engineer and his staff, and the same with the 
Federal Bureau of Roads officials, are dependent to quite 
some extent on independent studies and analyses and recom- 
mendations made by consultants that are known and ac- 
knowledged and accepted as first-rate throughout the coun- 
try. * * * These consultants cannot allow themselves to be 
influenced or, to be very direct about it, to become involved 
in any local partisanship or politics. They are high-caliber 
specialists who do an excellent job all over the country. The 
minute they engaged in any partisanship in any one com- 
munity, their names would become attached as recommend- 
ing a project that costs millions of taxpayers’ dollars—and 
whether Federal or State or local funds are involved makes 
no difference—and their firm would be identified as having 
recommended that project which turns out to be a “white 
elephant.”” That means that that outfit is our of business. 

I point this out: The committee is not relying solely upon 
the testimony of engineers of the State highway department 
or the Bureau of Public Roads but we do rely heavily on these 
recommendations and the data gathered by these independent 
consultants, knowing of the caliber and the confidence which 
the consultants enjoy throughout the country. 


The failure of North Rim proponents to es expert opinion to 


support their position in this very technical matter militates against 
according greater weight to this position. 


(6) Economic effects 

Except for some testimony on the tax revenue loss to Reno as a 
result of approval of the Third Street route, the record contains little 
discussion of the economic effects of route selection. There is some 
testimony concerning economic effects with respect to the Sparks 
area presented by witnesses supporting the routing in that area, but 
testimony of local and State officials is silent on this point. 

Unfortunately, there are no Bureau of Public Roads directives 
furnishing guidance to the States on this subject. 

It could be argued that because the Federal statute requires certi- 
fication by the State that the economic effects on the location of the 
proposed route have been considered, that directory material from 
4 Federal Government would be regarded as an invasion of States 
rights. 

At the same time, the Bureau of Public Roads has published direc- 
tory material concerning public hearings on bypass and through-town 
routes without calling forth the specter of Federal usurpation of State 
authority. 


(c) Public hearings 

(1) Adequacy of notice.—One of the more demanding aspects of 
public service occurs in the relationship of Government officials to the 
public. 

The selection of a highway route with its substantial effect on 
business and residential property and the intimate effect on the lives 
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of employees, employers, and homeowners, landlords, and tenants re- 
quires diplomacy, tact, and good judgment on the part of public 
officials—most important of all, it requires that authoritative infor- 
mation be readily available to the Peis 2 and to local officials. 

Undoubtedly, much of the difficulty in Reno is attributable to the 
inability of the State to “‘get its message across’ to the people and 
even to the local bodies. This seems apparent in the reversals of 
antidowntown route position by the press and by candidates for the 
City Council of Reno upon their election, and by the Washoe County 
Board of Commissioners in the case of line J at Verdi. 

Some of the difficulty vis-a-vis the public can be traced to the 
paucity of information contained in the notice of public hearings 
required by the Federal statute. Unless the public is sufficiently 
apprised of the purpose of such hearings, notice of the hearings is of 
little value. 

The newspaper notice announcing the November 27, 1959, hearing 
in Reno is as follows: 


NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 


Notice is hereby given that.on the 26th of November 1957, 
in accordance with section 116(c) of the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act of 1956, the Nevada State Highw ay Department 
will hold a public hearing at the State Building auditorium 
in Reno, Nev., regarding the proposed construction of the 
following project: 

IN-001-1(12)—A portion of the Nevada Federal-Aid 
Interstate and Defense Highway System from the west 
city limits of Reno to the east city limits of Reno 

The proposed construction consists of grading the roadbed, 
installing drainage structures, railroad separations, inter- 
changes and placing surface courses on a four-lane hig! 
with complete control of access. 

Plans will be on display in the State Building auditorium 
in Reno, Nev., from 12 p.m. to 8 p.m. on November 22, 23, 
and 25, 1957. 

All persons interested are hereby notified to be and appear 
at this meeting on the 26th of November at 2 p.m. and be 
heard. 

Dated this 30th day of October 1957. 

H. D. Mrts 
State Highway Ex a SI 
Carzon City, 


The above notice could hardly be described as being 
information.” 

The designation “TN-001-1(12)” may I gr n 
State highway department but very lit tle to the public. 
inclusion is deemed desirable, certainly a reference to Court Street, 
Commercial Row, north bypass, Third Street, and North Rim would 
have been more informative than “from the west city limits of Reno 
to the east city limits of meno. 7 

he newspaper notice So would appear to be 

However, about a week before the heari ng, the chamber o 
distributed to the local uti ts 


Oo 
c 
if 
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A *s subscriber lists, 30.00¢ 
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of a pamphlet prepared by the State highway department, illustrating 
and discussing all of the proposed routes. 

While the Bureau of Public Roads regulation on public hearings 
contains no specific requirements for notice of hearings, the Bureau 
does publish informal “cherry memorandums’”’ (pink sheets which are 
distributed to State highway departments) which contain a suggested 
form notice of hearing as follows: 


Notice is hereby given to all interested persons that a 
public hearing will be held in the circuit courtroom in the 
courthouse at , on at 
at c.s.t., at which time they will be given an opportunity to 
be heard concerning their views on the proposed construction 
of (route description) (an interstate highway in the vicinity 
of Route-____, County). The contem- 
plated location of said route will bypass the city of 
the village of ....._--.-.- _., and the town of 
It will pass through the village of -_--_---- edad Interested 
citizens from these affected towns, cities, and villages will be 
heard, particularly with reference to the economic effect of 
such location. 


Although the statute does not require certification that ‘economic 
effects” be publicly discussed, the above form notice commendably 
includes this as a topic for discussion. As to route locations to be 
discussed, more information than that contained in the Reno notice is 
apparently called for in the above form although this requirement is 
not spelled out in any detail in the text of the memorandum. «i 

Prior to the Reno hearing on November 27, the mosaic and other 
illustrations of the routes were exhibited publicly on November 22, 
23, and 25. Except for the fact that Reno is a small community, that 
the press undoubtedly carried broad coverage of the various alter- 
native routes, and the distribution of the pamphlet referred to above 
some serious question could have arisen concerning adequacy of the 
notice and possibly of the reasonableness of the notice. 

The Bureau of Public Roads could be of genuine assistance to 
communities all over the country faced with the knotty problem of 
route selection by publishing a directive containing a form notice 
which would include either a description or some specific identification 
(Third St., etc.) of the proposed route or routes to be discussed and 
which would also contain suggestions as to media that could be used 
by State highway officials to disseminate the information. This 
regulation could also, suggest that descriptive material be available 
at some public place for at least 2 weeks prior to the hearing, in order 
to permit objectors and other interested parties to formulate their 
position, prepare statements, etc. 

Counsel for one of the North Rim proponents raised a question 
concerning the form of the public hearing. He contended that the 
statute contemplated a quasi-judicial hearing. 

The legislative history of the public hearings provision indicates 
that opportunity of public expression was contemplated, and not the 
fact finding tribunal required in the administrative process. 

(2) Additional public hearings on Third Street—It was contended 
that revisions in the Third Street plan resulting from the refusal of 
the Bureau of Public Roads to approve grade crossing elimination 
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structures required new hearings. These eliminations are said to 
have been the basis of local acceptance of the Third Street route. 

The basis of this contention is that deletion of these structures 
constituted a substantial change, necessitating additional public hear- 
ings on the plan as revised. However, the position of the Bureau of 
Public Roads and the State is that route plans were not changed— 
merely that financing for these structures could not be accomplished 
with interstate funds—but rather with funds available for the primary 
or secondary system. 

(3) Line J—Verdi: Coercion and pressure-—County officials who 
had not personally examined line J in Verdi prior to their initial 
approval of the line, reversed themselves after such examination, and 
subsequently reinstated the initial approval following realinement 
that met their objections. 

The record is not clear as to why the State approved line J in 
advance of the public hearings nor why the Bureau of Public Roads 
had acquiesced (on February 21, 1957) in State approval in advance 
of these hearings. 

Deputy Commissioner (Bureau of Public Roads) Turner explained 
the February 21 action by the Bureau of Public Roads as a general 
corridor location approval. Still the action was with respect to line J 
and would seem to be at variance with sound practice of Federal 
approval of a specific route only after public hearings (although the 
Federal statute requires only that public hearings be held prior to the 
submission of route plans), in view of the Nevada statute requiring 
approval by cities and counties by the proposed route. 

he statements contained in the telegrams addressed to the Washoe 
County Board of Commissioners from officials of the Bureau of Public 
Roads were obviously designed to influence action that accorded with 
earlier State and Bureau of Public Roads approval of line J. Cer- 
tainly, a local body faced with a telegram that line J is the “only 
location acceptable for the expenditure of Federal interstate funds” 
has little room for deliberation. It might also be noted that the 
Washoe County Board had earlier approved the route, prior to holding 
public hearings. 

We attach no sinister motives to the action of the Bureau in the 
above regard but in order to avoid charges of coercion or pressure, 
that the Bureau of Public Roads should withhold approval of a 
specific route until after public hearings are held. However, it can 
and should indicate approval of a general corridor location in advance 
of such hearings. 


VII. ConcLusIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


A. The record does not support charges that Federal participation in 
financing the construction of a downtown interstate highway through 
Reno would be a wasteful expenditure of Federal moneys. 

While the selection of a downtown location for an interstate high- 
way is admittedly an exception to the general rule of the desirability 
of a bypass route for communities of comparable size, the uniqueness 
of Reno as a tourist attraction and “stopping off’ place and the 
results of local traffic surveys make the selection of a downtown route 
a plausible one. 
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While the cost of the Third Street route is higher than other routes 
considered, cost alone is not the decisive critierion. Selection of the 
Third Street route was a compromise that followed local opposition to 
the other downtown routes equally feasible from a cost and engineering 
standpoint. 

By reason of its conclusion, the subcommittee does not imply that 
Third Street is the only acceptable route. It merely concludes on the 
basis of the evidence presented that expenditure of Federal funds to 
construct an interstate highway through Third Street would not 
constitute a waste of Federal moneys. 

Upon the record, we cannot conclude that the Bureau of Public 
Roads acted contrary to the public interest in approving the Third 
Street route. 

B. Although there was technical complicance by State officials with 
Federal statutory requirements on public hearings, the Reno controversy 
stems from the inadequacy of communication from the State on justifiea- 
tion for the proposed route to local officials and citizens and indicates the 
need to amend directives of the Bureau of Public Roads affecting publie 
hearings. 

The selection of an interstate route location is a decision requiring 
the sagacity of Solomon, the patience of Job, and, most importantly, 
an informed population. 

Not only is it imperative that the need for proposed routes be 
explained to the people, but especially in a situation as unique as the 
location of a Reno route, much fuller consideration should have been 
given to all points of view of local citizens. 


If more adequate explanation of the lack of its feasibility had been 
made to proponents of the North Rim route, much of the difficulty 
could have been avoided. 

The emotional a a that may accompany the selection of a 


route is epitomized by the fever pitch attained in Reno with the 
designation of Third Street as the interstate highway route. 

Time-consuming controversy over route selection which can be 
avoided is not only wasteful but it prevents the prompt completion of 
the Interstate System expressed in the congressional declaration of 
policy in the Federal-Aid Highway Act. In addition, the acrimony 
that such controversy engenders, bodes ill for future community 
harmony. 

From our experience in this inquiry, we have confidence in the 
professional competence of officials of the Bureau of Public Roads 
and from our limited association with highway officials of the State 
of Nevada, we have no reason to doubt their professional competence. 
Also, professional joint working procedures of Federal and State high- 
way Officials are highly commendable. 

ut the best of professional competence and coordinated Federal- 
State processes will come to naught, if the people are not fully in- 
formed and given adequate opportunity to be heard, 

The Interstate Highway System is dependent for its genesis upon 
such competence and processes but in the last analysis, the broadest 
possible public support must be obtained for a proposed route. This 
requires that the fullest consideration be given to the needs and 
wishes of those affected. Especially.where such needs and wishes 
cannot be accommodated, a most complete explanation and justifica- 
tion is required. 
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We believe that much of Reno’s difficulty in selecting an interstate 
route could have been avoided if local officials and the public had 
been “briefed” more adequately. 

Undoubtedly reversals of position on routes by local bodies and 
even the local newspapers did nothing to stabilize the situation. 

Detailed regulations of the Bureau of Public Roads concerning 
public hearings could impress upon State highway departments the 
importance and the value of such public hearings. Where hearings 
are requested, they should be held at the earliest possible date, and 
State highway departments should utilize all media to familiarize the 
public with the problems involved in the selection of routes. 

Public hearings should not be held perfunctorily. The statutory 
public hearings requirement. was not a congressional afterthought. 
These hearings are an integral part of interstate highway procedures. 

The Federal Government can make a significant contribution by 
incorporating guidelines and specific criteria in its directives to State 
highway officials with respect to public hearings and information. 

‘he intensity of the controversy on the Reno-Sparks-Verdi route 
selection is unfortunate evidence of what can happen if local bodies 
and the public have not received ample advance briefing. Not- 
withstanding that there has been technical compliance with the statu- 
tory requirements, in the opinion of the subcommittee, much of the 
Reno difficulty could have been avoided if more attention had been 
accorded by the State to the matter of public information. 

C. Guidelines with respect to consideration of economic effects of 
route location should be contained in Bureau of Public Roads directive. 

The consideration of a route and its economic impact upon the 
community in which the route is located should be based upon more 
than the removal of property from the tax rolls. 

This is a matter that lies within the purview of the State which by 
Federal statute is required to certify to the Bureau of Public Roads 
that it has considered the economic effects of the location of a route. 
Here again, the Bureau may be of assistance to the States in evaluating 
this problem. 

Where an urban route location is involved, uprooting of housing 
and business property is bound to be more acute. It is particularly 
important that the economic life of a community not be terminated 
as a result of the location of a route. 

In a program of the magnitude of the current interstate program, 
particularly since the Federal statutory requirements as to State con- 
sideration of the economic impact of the route selected, Federal direc- 
tives spelling out details are bound to simplify procedures for State 
highway departments. No such directive is now in existence. 

Intelligent evaluation of the economic effects of route location is a 
critical factor in final selection of a route; and, once again, the Federal 
Government can offer genuine assistance to the States by publishing 
material for the guidance of the States. 


D. The investigative function of the Bureau of Public Roads must be 
strengthened. 

During the course of its study of the subject matter of this report, 
the subcommittee ascertained that the Bureau of Public Roads had 
only two investigators on its staff. The scarcity of investigators 
assigned to examine into a $35 billion program is so patent as to war- 
rant comment herein. 
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Constant examination into the use of Federal funds must be effected 
in order to insure the integrity of the highway program. While the 
Bureau has project examination teams of accountants, appraisers, and 
engineers to perform this function, it does not have an adequate force 
of trained investigators to direct these teams. 

The Bureau is alert to this deficiency and is engaged in recruitment 
which we hope will close this gap in its operations. The value of a 
vigorous and continuing program of examination cannot be over- 
estimated. 


O 
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Union Calendar No. 101 


86TH CoNGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPoRT 
1st Session No. 293 


WHETHER RESERVOIR LANDS SHOULD BE ACQUIRED 
BY EXCHANGE OF TIMBERLANDS 


ApriL 23, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Dawson, from the Committee on Government Operations, 
submitted the following 


FOURTH REPORT 


SUBMITTED BY THE EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE 
REORGANIZATION SUBCOMMITTEE 


On April 22, 1959, the Committee on Government Operations had 
before it for consideration a report entitled, “Whether Reservoir 
Lands Should be Acquired by Exchange of Timberlands.” 

After consideration of the report as submitted, upon motion made 
and seconded, the report was approved and adopted as the report of 
the full committee. The chairman was directed to transmit a copy 
to the Speaker of the House. 

This report stems from hearings held during the 85th Congress by 
the former Public Works and Resources Subcommittee of this com- 
mittee concerning the reservoir land acquisition policies of the Corps 
of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. The committee’s 
functions with respect to the latter two agencies were assigned in the 
86th Congress to the Executive and Legislative Reorganization 
Subcommittee. 


I. BackGRouND AND Score or Report 


During the 85th Congress, the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions transmitted to the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
House Report No. 1185 (85th Cong.) entitled, ““Army-Interior Reser- 
voir Land Acquisition Policy.” That report resulted from hearings 


1 
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held by this committee concerning the acquisition of land for reservoir 
projects by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers, 
specifically the changes in the policy of these agencies under the so- 
called joint policy adopted by the Department of the Army and the 
Department of the Interior in October 1953. That joint policy pro- 
vided for acquiring limited flowage easements instead of the fee simple 
interests as previously acquired with respect to the land deemed 
necessary for the reservoir projects constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers. 

Prior to October 1953, the Corps of Engineers generally acquired 
fee title to most of the lands to be used for reservoir purposes up to 
the top of the flood-storage pool, while the Bureau of Reclamation 
acquired fee title to a line not less than 300 feet horizontally beyond 
the top of the irrigation pool and easements beyond that line to the 
top of the flood control pool. 

After the adoption of the joint policy, the Corps of Engineers 
restricted its fee taking to the 5-year flood line, and acquired a re- 
stricted flowage easement to the land between the 5-year flood line 
and the top of the flood storage pool. The joint policy has had less 
effect on the Bureau of Reclamation’s operations. The Bureau 
continued to acquire not only fee title 300 feet horizontally beyond 
the top of the irrigation pool but, also, by ample blocking out of 
real estate lines, fee title to lands that in many cases are beyond the 
flood control line, and in addition, made greater use of withdrawn 
public lands and gave more careful attention to conservation and 
wildlife aspects of the project. 

The committee’s report (H. Rept. 1185, 85th Cong.) contained a 


comprehensive survey of the origins, scope, and effect of that joint 
policy and made several recommendations. 

One of the committee’s recommendations (No. 5, on p. 5) called 
for a study— 


as to the practicability of effecting exchanges of Government 
forest lands for private forest lands acquired for reservoir 
projects. 


This was based on a separate question raised during the course of the 
hearings on the Army-Interior joint policy by representatives of the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the National Lumber Manufacturers 
Association, and Dierks Forest, Inc. These industry representatives 
testified that the Government’s acquisition of lands in fee for reservoir 
projects, particularly those of the Corps of Engineers, often removed 
valuable timberlands from commercial production. They also stated 
that although the timber owner receives just compensation for the 
land acquired by the Government, the timber operators are often 
unable to find other timberlands in which to invest that money. 
They pointed out that the extent of their problems would be narrowed 
as flowage easements rather than fee interests are obtained. They 
also suggested that the impact upon the timber industry as a result 
of land acquisition by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
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Reclamation could be reduced if timberlands already owned by the 
Government were granted to the private timber operators in exchange, 
and as payment, for the timberlands acquired by the Government for 
the reservoir projects. 

The Committee on Government Operations did not have adequate 
opportunity before adjournment of Congress fully to explore the merit, 
or lack of merit, of the suggestion made by the timber industry 
representatives. Therefore, in its report entitled, ‘“Army-Interior 
Reservoir Land Acquisition Policy,” the committee recommended 
(p. 35): 


* * * that the Department of the Army and the other two 
Departments which have primary jurisdiction over forest 
lands (Department of Agriculture and Department of the 
Interior) should jointly make a study as to the practicability, 
from the standpoint of overall Government economy and the 
wisest conservation of natural resources, of devising a pro- 
cedure whereby the forest lands under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Agriculture or the Department of the 
Interior might be transferred to private lumber interests in 
exchange for their private lands when they are acquired for 
reservoir projects. 


It should be emphasized that the committee cautioned the three 
Departments to study the subject, not simply in the narrow light of 
“‘practicability,”’ but more importantly with the objective of ‘wisest 
conservation of natural resources” and ‘‘to protect the public interest.” 
The committee stressed its attitude with respect to minimum safe- 
guards for the public in any exchange procedure that might be 
suggested by any of the Departments, by stating as follows: 


The committee believes that any such exchange procedure 
should (a) preserve to the agency having primary jurisdiction 
over the public forest land the right to determine whether or 
not the exchange should be made; (6) contain provision for 
adequate protection of watersheds and preservation of public 
hunting and fishing not inconsistent with State and Federal 
law; (c) provide that the exchanges should be made only 
with respect to comparative types of land and on the basis 
of equal values; (d) prohibit exchanges of Government 
lands in national parks, wildlife refuges, and Indian and 
military reservations; and (e) contain such other provisions 
to protect the public interest as their study shows to be 
necessary. 


The committee’s purpose in requesting the three Departments to 
make the study was simply to acquire further information that would 
enable the committee to determine whether the suggestion for ex- 
changes of Government !ands for private timberlands would be both 
practicable from the standpoint of overall Government economy, and 
in conformity with wise conservation of natural resources. The 
committee did not, by making its recommendation for such a study, 
— endorse or approve the exchange proposal in advance of the 
study. 
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II. PrrnctpaAL CoNcLusioNn AND RECOMMENDATION 


On the basis of the reports of the three Departments, and the com- 
mittee’s own study and analysis, the committee believes that the 
proposal to exchange Government timberlands as payment for the 
private timberlands acquired for reservoir projects is contrary to the 
public interest and overall economy and efficiency, and that Congress 
should not authorize or encourage such exchanges. 


III. Tae Reports or tHe DEPARTMENTS 


Pursuant to the committee’s request, the Departments of the Army, 
Acriculture, and Interior intensively studied the exchange proposal 
and subsequently furnished reports to Chairman Dawson, setting 
forth the results of their studies. 

The correspondence between the committee and the three Depart- 
ments, including their reports, appears in appendixes A, B, and C of 
this report. 

None of the departmental reports supports the exchange proposal. 
All three Departments—Army, Agriculture, and Interior —vigorously 
opposed the proposal as contrary to the public interest. 

All three Departments agreed, as does this committee, that the 
exchange proposal suggested by the timber industry representatives 
may not legally be applied to lands of the Department of Agriculture 
or the Department of the Interior under the statute cited by the 
industry representatives, namely, section 2 of the act of June 20, 1938 
(52 Stat. 804, 33 U.S.C. 558b), as extended by section 3 of the act of 
August 11, 1939 (53 Stat. 1414, 33 U.S.C. 558b-1). This statute, 
authorizing exchanges of lands in certain circumstances, applies only 
to lands administered by the Corps of Engineers for civil works pur- 
poses. Moreover, although the Corps of Engineers has made some 
exchanges under this statute, primarily in connection with the reloca- 
tion of facilities for river and harbor development and flood control 
works, the Corps has virtually no timberland that could be utilized 
for such exchanges and, in fact, has made no such exchanges of 
timberlands. 

No other existing statutory authority has been pointed to as a 
general basis for the types of exchanges here discussed. Although 
timberlands which are surplus to the Government could be disposed 
of by exchange under section 203(c) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act (40 U.S.C. 484(c)), virtually no Govern- 
ment timberlands of any extent are subject to such disposition since 
section 3(d) of the act (40 U.S.C. sec. 472(d)) excludes lands of the 
public domain, national forests, and national parks from such author- 
ity. Nor could such exchanges be effectively made under the na- 
tional forest exchange laws (16 U.S.C. secs. 483-486, 486a-486w 
note, 494, 508a, 515, and 516). Those laws, in general, are intended 
to facilitate acquisition of lands for national forest purposes, and are 
not for the purpose of disposing of Federal forest lands as payment 
for private lands acquired for nonforest purposes. The provision 
authorizing interchanges of national forest and military lands (16 
U.S.C., Supp. V, sec. 505a) does not authorize exchange of Federal 
forest lands for private lands. It is evident that the type of exchanges 
proposed by the representatives of the timber industry may not be 
made without enactment of legislation by Congress. 
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(a) Views of Department of Agriculture 


In its report to Chairman Dawson, the Department of Agriculture 
stated that it “would strongly oppose” the exchange proposal, and 
that “there is no feasible means by which provision can be made in 
the public interest for such exchanges.” ‘The following paragraphs 
from the Agriculture Department’s report indicate the bases for its 
conclusions: 


The commercial timberlands administered by this Depart- 
ment are comprised principally of those in the national 
forest. We believe that it would be contrary to the public 
interest to provide that national-forest lands would be used 
as base property in exchanges for the acquisition of private 
forest lands that might be inundated by Federal reservoir 
projects. 

Non-Federal lands needed by the Government for reservoir 
projects are acquired either by negotiated purchases or by 
the exercise of the right of eminent domain. In either event, 
the traditional method of compensation is in the form of 
money. To provide that the private timberland owner 
would be compensated for his timberland acquired by the 
Federal Government to meet the needs of Federal reservoir 
programs by transferring to him comparable federally owned 
timberlands would be a departure from the traditional 
method of making just compensation. It would have the 
effect of giving special treatment to the timberland owner 
which is not afforded to owners of other types of propert 
needed by the Federal Government in connection with 
reservoir programs. It would put the owner of timberland 
needed for a Federal reservoir in a favored position he would 
not enjoy if his timberland were needed for a nonreservoir 
program. And it would put the timberland owner whose 
timberland happened to be needed for a Federal reservoir in 
a better position that the one whose timberland is needed 
for a non-Federal reservoir. 

The national forests are managed under principles of sus- 
tained yield and multiple use. A large number of timber 
industries are wholly dependent upon the timber from the 
national forests. An even greater number are partly de- 
pendent to a considerable extent, upon a continuing supply 
of timber from the national forests. There is sharp compe- 
tition for sales of national-forest timber. Ifsuch an exchange 

rocedure were followed, it would be difficult, if not impossi- 
ale, to avoid the result that the private timberland owner 
whose timberland is acquired for a Federal reservoir would 
be made whole at the expense of other timber operators 
dependent upon the national-forest timber. 


The Department’s letter also affirmed its previous view, expressed 
in an earlier letter to the chairman of the subcommittee which held 
the hearings concerning the reservoir land acquisition policies of the 
Departments of the Army and Interior, as follows: 


The proposal also would remove timberlands from assured 
management for sustained yield and multiple use. Although 
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many private timberland owners practice sustained yield, 
there is no [Federal] legal requirement that private timber- 
lands be operated for either sustained yield or multiple use 
as are national-forest lands. 


(6) Views of Department of the Interior 


In its reports to Chairman Dawson, the Department of the Interior 
stated that such exchanges are “not practicable,” that the exchange 
proposal would require “specific Lealativs authorization,” and that 
the Department ‘would not favor such legislation, as most of the forest 
land administered by this Department has been reserved by law for 
specific purposes.” Its reports noted— 

That Indian lands could not be used for such exchanges without 
the consent of the Indian owners; 

That the 6 million acres of timberlands in the national parks 
and monuments are “reserved from any commercial use’’; 

That the national wildlife refuges are “reserved for the mainte- 
nance of wildlife habitat’; 

That the revested Oregon & California Railroad and reconveyed 
Coos Bay Wagon Road grant (O. & C.) lands in western Oregon 
are “reserved by a special act of Congress specifically for sus- 
tained-yield management in perpetuity”; and 

That the remaining timberlands administered by the Interior 
Department are “remnants of the public domain scattered 
throughout the Western States” which except for an “occasional 
section * * * do not lie in geographical locations or are they of 
sufficient importance from a commercial timber standpoint to 
warrant very much consideration” for such exchanges. 

Referring to the O. & C. lands which are administered under the 
sustained-yield principles prescribed by the act of August 28, 1937 
(50 Stat. 874, 43 U.S.C., sec. 1181a), the report of the Interior Depart- 
ment to Chairman Dawson further pointed out that since the timber 
on these lands is utilized by a large segment of the industry, with 
‘intense competition for the stumpage”’ (i.e., standing timber), the 
exchange proposal “‘could result in diminishing the amount of timber 
avelintte to timber operators dependent upon O. & C. lands,” and 
also ‘decrease the timber reserves available.”’ 

In addition, the Department said, the committee’s suggestion that 
the public interest be safeguarded “by such other conditions as may 
be necessary” could not be accomplished without conditions ‘to 
preserve sustained-yield management.” But the Department ap- 
parently doubted the legality and feasibility of imposing such con- 
ditions, since it stated: 


* * * we find nothing to suggest that any Federal lands 
transferred into private ownership pursuant to such a 
suggestion could contain conditions to preserve sustained- 
yield management. 


The Interior Department’s letter to Chairman Dawson noted that 
it had reported favorably in the 83d Congress on a bill that would 
have authorized exchanges of the type here discussed. That bill 
(H.R. 4646) died in the 83d Congress after a decisive adverse vote 
by the House of Representatives on February 17, 1954, recommitting 
the bill to committee (100 Congressional Record, p. 1936). Now, 
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however, the Department’s letter added, the Interior Department 
has concluded, after ‘intensive study” of the subject, that such 
exchanges would ‘‘not * * * be in the public interest.” 


(c) Views of Department of the Army 


In its report to Chairman Dawson, the Department of the Army 
stated that the exchange proposal is “inadvisable.” Such exchanges 
would be “most difficult and impractical to accomplish.” It would be 
“difficult to come into agreement as to the comparability of the land 
proposed for exchange and the respective values of the lands involved 
in the exchange.”’ Moreover, the Department said in its report that 
the proposal would give “special treatment to the owners of timber 
land not given to the owners of other types of land.” 


IV. Tue Commirrer’s ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 


The committee has carefully reviewed the exchange proposal in 
the light of the testimony adduced at the hearings and the reports 
by the Departments of the Army, Agriculture, and Interior. 

It seems entirely clear that in nearly all cases, such exchanges 
could not be made as a practical matter without creating severe and 
adverse effects on other timber operators dependent on Federal timber- 
land, or otherwise impairing the national interest in sound resource 
conservation and management. The committee believes that the 
reasoning and conclusions expressed by the three Departments are 
sound and that they constitute a powerful and compelling argument 
against the exchange proposal. In addition, the committee feels that 
such proposal would jeopardize the continued existence of our national 
forests and gravely threaten effective sustained-yield management 
of the O. & C. and other federally owned timberlands, including 
those of the public domain. 

These Federal timberlands are a vital bulwark in our country’s 
efforts to protect and conserve and wisely manage and use the natural 
resources of the United States. In the semiarid Western States, 
which would be much affected by this exchange proposal, live over 20 
million people, who get 85 percent of their water from Federal lands. 
Not only are these lands the source of their essential water, but they 
also provide recurrent crops of valuable timber, forage for livestock, 
habitat for wildlife, abundant supplies of game and fish for the sports- 
man, and recreation and relaxation for millions of our citizens. They 
are essential for keeping our streams clear of silt and our lands pro- 
tected from erosion. The timberlands of the Nation also contain 
substantial mineral wealth. In short, they benefit all America. 

The proposed exchange procedure would weaken and impair our 
national forests. They would also constitute a dangerous precedent 
for efforts to obtain other types of Government lands in exchange for 
private lands acquired for other Government projects. As the Acting 
Secretary of Agriculture said in his letter: 


* * * Tf lumber interests are to be compensated in kind 
rather than by money, should other property owners be 
similarly compensated for the large acreages of private land 
acquired by the Federal Government such as for highways 
and military purposes? Countless farms and ranches are 
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traversed by highways; whole towns including urban resi- 
dences and factories, as well as rural property, may be ac- 
quired for military purposes. In none of these instances is 
the private owner compensated in kind by the Government 
providing replacement property. 


Even with the various safeguards which the committee specified 
when it asked the Departments to comment on this proposal, it is 
evident that such exchange or payment in kind would have far-reach- 
ing effects, producing much confusion and misunderstanding, and 
eventually leaving every national timberland and other federally 
owned property subject to inroads that would destroy their utility. 

The exchange proposal, in essence, is a special-interest proposal that 
would give a preferential status to oae class of timber operators at 
the expense of other timber operators and, most importantly, would 
be inimical to the general public interest and overall economy and 
efficiency. It would change the Federal Government’s traditional 
and historic method of making money payment for lands which it 
acquires, whether through negotiation or condemnation. 

Most of the Federal timberlands that might be sought for exchange 
if the proposal were adopted are themselves under sustained-yield 
management. In many instances, local timber processing operations 
depend on these timberlands. They provide payrolls for workers and 
income for the livelihood of the community. To grant these lands to 
other timber operators simply because the Government has acquired 
their lands for reservoir purposes would be to switch the land from 
one operator to another, from one payroll to another, without any real 
net benefit to the timber industry as a whole. On the contrary, such 
exchange procedure would produce numerous detriments in addition 
to those already mentioned. The small independent operators who 
are benefited by the numerous timber sales from Federal timberlands 
each year would be squeezed out by this exchange procedure. 

Moreover, when the Federal timberlands, which are managed 
primarily on the basis of multiple-use management, are transferred to 
a private timber operator who would use the land solely for timber 
production, many other uses would suffer. 

Watershed protection and water supply, soil conservation, minerals, 
wildlife, grazing, recreational uses, such as camping, picnicking, 
hunting and fishing, and other important values would be taken from 
the public and placed in private hands. 

The exchange proposal urged by the timber-industry representatives 
would deprive the United States of the mineral deposits that may be 
in the land. 

The threat to watershed management under such an exchange 
procedure would be serious. Unrestrained private timber operations 
could easily destroy the watershed, with serious consequences to the 
surrounding communities, including impairment of water supply, soil 
erosion, silt deposition in streams, increased danger of floods, greater 
hazard of forest fire, and depletion of land values. 

The threat to recreational values would be particularly serious, not 
only because of the possibility of indiscriminate logging practices, but 
also because much of the timber lands would probably be closed to 
public recreation, if they are placed in private hands. 
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Moreover, even if the private recipient of such exchange lands 
would, at the time of the exchange, intend to conduct his timber oper- 
ations on the basis of sustained-yield management, there would be no 
real guarantee that he would not at some time in the future abandon 
his sustained-yield management operations on such land and embark 
on a land stripping cut-and-get-out type of timber operation. Land 
presently dedicated to permanent good management would thus be 
transformed into land whose future management would be dependent 
upon the whim of a private owner. 

In sum, the exchange proposal would cut deep into the heart of 
established Federal programs for the conservation and wise manage- 
ment and use of the great natural resources of the country. The 
exchange proposal amounts, in effect, to the condemnation of public 
property for private purposes, a strange inversion of the traditional 
concept of only condemning private property for public purposes. It 
would generally benefit only a handful of the big timber-industry 
operators who, because of their size and flexibility, can shift their 
operations from one forest area to another. This grant of special 
privilege would sacrifice multiple use upon the altar of a single use— 
timber production. 

After full and complete consideration, and on the basis of the fore- 
going considerations, the committee is convinced that the exchange 
proposal which the timber industry representatives suggested at the 
committee’s hearings on the Army-Interior reservoir land acquisition 
policy is unwise oak aameainal The proposal is potentially destruc- 
tive of watersheds as well as all the many other resources of the public 
lands and national forests. It is detrimental to the overall financial 
interests of the Government, and would have little, if any, beneficial 
effect on the timber industry as a whole. Not only would it depart 
from the normal method of money payment when the Government 
acquires lands for nonforest purposes, but it would also provide a 
dangerous precedent leading to indiscriminate exchanges of other types 
of lands, and open the door to unfair and preferential exploitation of 
America’s timber resources for the benefit of a small number of big 
timber operators. The committee therefore strongly believes that the 
exchange proposal is contrary to the public interest and overall 
economy and efficiency, and recommends that Congress should not 
authorize or encourage the exchange of Federal timberlands for pri- 
vate lands acquired for reservoir projects or other nonforest uses. 





APPENDIXES 


APPENDIX A 


CoRRESPONDENCE BeTWEEN COMMITTEE AND THE DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 
JUNE 25, 1957. 
Hon. Ezra T. Benson, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: On June 20, 1957, Mr. A. Z. Nelson, 
representing the National Lumber Manufacturers Association, testi- 
fied before this subcommittee concerning the joint land-acquisition 
policy of the Departments of the Army and the Interior. 

In his testimony Mr. Nelson stated that the construction of flood 
control projects, particularly by the Corps of Engineers, results in 
serious loss of timberlands to private lumber industry. He suggested 
that such loss could be minimized if the Secretary of the Army ex- 
changed Government-owned timberlands for privately owned lende 
required for flood control projects. He suggested that such exchange 
could be accomplished under authority of section 2 of the act of June 
20, 1938 (52 Stat. 804, 33 U.S.C. 558b), as extended by section 3 of 
the act of August 11, 1939 (53 Stat. 1414, 33 U.S.C. 558b-1), which 
reads as follows in the United States Code: 


“§$ §58b. Exchange of land or property 


“In any case in which it may be necessary or advisable in the 
execution of an authorized work of river and harbor improvement 
to exchange land or other property of the Government for private 
lands or property required for such project, the Secretary of War 
may, upon the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, authorize 
such exchange upon terms and conditions deemed appropriate by 
him, and any conveyance of Government land or interests therein 
necessary to effect such exchange may be executed by the Secretary 
of War: Provided further, That the authority hereby granted to the 
Secretary of War shall not extend to or include lands held or acquired 
by the Tennessee Valley Authority pursuant to the terms of chapter 
12A of title 16. This section shall apply to any exchanges heretofore 
deemed advisable in connection with the construction of the Bonne- 
ville Dam in the Columbia River (June 20, 1938, ch. 535, § 2, 52 
Stat. 804).” 


“§ 558b-1. Same; application to authorized works of flood control 
“Section 558b of this title is made applicable to authorized works 
of flood control (Aug. 11, 1939, ch. 699, § 3, 53 Stat. 1414).” 
It would be appreciated if you would advise this subcommittee 
whether your Department considers that the Government lands ad- 
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ministered by your Department are subject to exchange by the Depart- 
ment of the Army as suggested by Mr. Nelson. 

It would also be appreciated if you would comment on the prac- 
ticability and economy of adopting Mr. Nelson’s suggestion that a 
procedure be devised whereby forest lands under the jurisdiction of 
your Department might be transferred to private lumber interests 
in exchange for their private lands which are being acquired by the 
Corps of Engineers for flood control projects. 

Sincerely yours, 
Earut Cuuporr, 

Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 

Committee on Government Operations. 





DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., July 9, 1957. 
Hon. Eart Cuuporr, 
Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatwwes. 


Dear ConGressMAN Cuuporr: This will acknowledge receipt of 
your letter of June 25 requesting our opinion regarding the appli- 
eability of the act of June 20, 1938, as amended (33 U.S.C. 558b), 
to Government lands administered by this Department, and the 
practicability and economy of adopting a procedure whereby forest 
lands might be transferred to private lumber interests in exchange for 
their private lands acquired by the Corps of Engineers for flood-control 
— 3 

hese matters are receiving careful consideration in the Depart- 
ment and as soon as practical we will submit our comments to you. 
Sincerely yours, 
E. L. Perrrson, 
Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., August 9, 1957. 

Hon. Eart Cuuporr, 

Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 

Committee on Government Operations, 

House of Representatives. 


Dear ConaressMAN Cuuporr: Further reference is made to your 
letter of June 25 inquiring whether the act of June 20, 1938, as amended 
(33 U.S.C. 558b), applies to Government lands administered by this 
Department as suggested by Mr. A. Z. Nelson of the National Lumber 
Manufacturers Association in testimony before your subcommittee. 

This Department does not consider that Government lands under 
its administration are subject to exchange under section 2 of the act 
of June 20, 1938 (52 Stat. 804, 33 U.S.C. 558b), as extended by sec- 
tion 3 of the act of August 11, 1939 (53 Stat. 1414, 33 U.S.C. 558b-1). 
It is our conclusion that the exchange authority applies only to lands 
administered by the Department of the Army. It is understood that 
the Department of the Army has so interpreted the act from its en- 
actment, and the Department of the Interior similarly interprets it. 
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You also inquire as to the desirability of instituting a procedure 
whereby foreet laine administered by this Department might be trans- 
ferred to private lumber interests in exchange for their private lands 
which are being acquired by the Corps of Engineers for flood control 
projects. This Department as a matter of policy would strongly 
oppose such procedure. 

The proposal would place lumber interests in a privileged and pre- 
ferred position in relation to other property owners whose land is 
acquired or taken by the Federal Government. A basic question is 
involved as to whiether compensation for private property taken by 
the Government should be in kind or by money. ‘Traditionally, 
compensation for Government taking of private property has been 
in terms of money. To do otherwise for lumber interests in this 
particular situation would raise important questions of precedent. 
If lumber interests are to be compensated in kind rather than by 
money, should other property owners be similarly compensated for 
the large acreages of private land acquired by the Federal Govern- 
ment such as for highways and military purposes? Countless farms 
and ranches are traversed by highways; whole towns including urban 
residences and factories, as well as rural property, may be acquired 
for military purposes. In none of these instances is the private owner 
compensated in kind by the Government providing replacement 
property. 

The proposal also would remove timberlands from assured manage- 
ment for sustained yield and multiple use. Although many private 
timberland owners practice sustained yield, there is no legal require- 
ment that private timberlands be operated for either sustained yield 
or multiple use as are national-forest lands. 

The suggested procedure would disrupt lumber operations and com- 
munities dependent on national-forest timberlands. It would place 
the lumberman whose private timberland was flooded out in a preferred 
position over the lumberman cutting national-forest timber. — It 
would do this because the lumberman cutting national-forest timber 
(a) would have no similar privilege of replacement timber in the 
event national-forest timber on which he is dependent were flooded, 
and (6) might find the national-forest timber on which he is dependent 
transferred to another lumberman whose private timber had been 
flooded. Thus, inequities would be created within the lumber industry 
itself. 

In conclusion, it appears that the suggestion made by Mr. Nelson is 
tmpractical and unwise insofar as this Department is concerned. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morsz, Acting Secretary. 





DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., March 6, 1958. 
Hon. Witu1am L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear ConGrRESSMAN Dawson: Recommendation No. 5 in the re- 
port of your committee of August 16, 1957, on Army-Interior reser- 
voir land acquisition policy, House Report No. 1185, 85th Congress, 
was as follows: 
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“The Department of the Army, the Department of Agriculture, 
and the Department of the Interior should jointly study, and report 
back to this committee not later than March 1, 1958, as to the prac- 
ticability of effecting exchanges of Government forest lands for private 
forest lands acquired for reservoir projects. In any such exchange 
procedure, the agency having primary jurisdiction over the public 
forest land should have the right to determine whether or not the ex- 
change should be made; the exchange should adequately protect 
watershed and public hunting and fishing; only comparable types of 
forest lands should be exchanged, and only on the basis of equal 
values; timberlands in parks, wildlife refuges, and military and Indian 
reservations should not be used for such exchanges; and the public 
interest should be fully protected by such other conditions as may be 
necessary.”’ 

On June 25, 1957, former Congressman Chudoff, as chairman of the 
Public Works and Resources Subcommittee of your committee, asked 
for the views of this Department as to the desirability of instituting 
a procedure whereby forest lands administered by this Department 
might be transferred to private lumber interests in exchange for their 
private lands which are being acquired by the Corps of Engineers for 
flood-control projects. 

On August 9, 1957, we wrote Mr. Chudoff explaining why we felt 
the suggestion to be impractical and unwise and explaining that this 
Department as a matter of policy would strongly oppose such pro- 
cedure. 

However, in view of your committee’s recommendation as quoted 
above, we have given further study to the question. There have been 
discussions also with representatives of the Department of the Army 
and the Department of the Interior. 

The views of this Department remain as expressed in our letter of 
last August 9. They may be restated as follows: 

The commercial timberlands administered by this Department are 
comprised principally of those in the national forest. We believe that 
it would be contrary to public interest to provide that national-forest 
lands would be used as base property in exchanges for the acquisition 
of private forest lands that might be inundated by Federal reservoir 
projects. 

Non-Federal lands needed by the Government for reservoir projects 
are acquired either by negotiated purchases or by the exercise of the 
right of eminent domain. In either event, the traditional method of 
compensation is in the form of money. To provide that the private 
timberland owner would be compensated for his timberland acquired 
by the Federal Government to meet the needs of Federal reservoir 
programs by transferring to him comparable federally owned timber- 
lands would be a departure from the traditional method of making 
just compensation. It would have the effect of giving special treat- 
ment to the timberland owner which is not afforded to owners of 
other types of property needed by the Federal Government in con- 
nection with reservoir programs. It would put the owner of timber- 
land needed for a Federal reservoir in a favored position he would 
not enjoy if his timberland were needed for a nonreservoir program. 
And it would put the timberland owner whose timberland happened 
to be needed for a Federal reservoir in a better position than the one 
whose timberland is needed for a non-Federal reservoir. 











| 
| 



































LAND ACQUISITION BY TIMBERLAND EXCHANGES 15 


The national forests are managed under principles of sustained 
yield and multiple use. A large number of timber industries are 
wholly dependent upon the timber from the national forests. An 
even greater number are partly dependent to a considerable extent, 
upon a continuing supply of timber from the national forests. There 
is sharp competition for sales of national-forest timber. If such an 
exchange procedure were followed, it would be difficult, if not impos- 
sible, to avoid the result that the private timberland owner whose 
timberland is acquired for a Federal reservoir would be made whole 
at the expense of other timber operators dependent upon the national- 
forest timber. 

In an address before the annual meeting of the National Lumber 
Manufacturers Association on November 12, 1957, Assistant Secre- 
tary Ervin L. Peterson expressed and explained this Department’s 
views on this subject in the following statement: 

“* * * The basic question involved here is whether compensation 
for private property taken for public purposes should be in kind or 
in cash compensation. To compensate the timberland owner by 
awarding him national forest or other Federal timber for equivalent 
timberland taken for public purposes would place him in a very 
different position from other property owners whose land may be 
taken for public purposes. 

“Many other landowners have their properties taken for public 

urposes. Farmers, for example, are having their farmlands taken 
for public highways and for other uses. They are not compensated 
in kind. They are compensated in cash. 

“We in the Department of Agriculture believe that the policy of 
compensation other than by the traditional methods would not be 
in the best interests of sound management of the public forest lands.” 

It is our view that there is no feasible means by which provision 
can be made in the public interest for such exchanges. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morss, 
Under Secretary. 





APPENDIX B 


CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN COMMITTEE AND THE DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 
JUNE 25, 1957. 
The Honorable Frep A. SEaron, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: On June 20, 1957, Mr. A. Z. Nelson, 
representing the National Lumber Manufacturers Association, testi- 
fied before this subcommittee concerning the joint land-acquisition 
policy of the Departments of the Army and the Interior. 

In his testimony Mr. Nelson stated that the construction of flood- 
control projects, particularly by the Corps of Engineers, results in 
serious loss of timberlands to private lumber industry. He suggested 
that such loss could be minimized if the Secretary of the Army eXx- 
changed Government-owned timberlands for privately owned lands 
required for flood-control projects. He suggested that such exchange 
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could be accomplished under ee of section 2 of the act of June 
20, 1938 (52 Stat. 804, 33 U.S.C. 558b), as extended by section 3 of 
the act of August 11, 1939 (53 aan, 1414, 33 U.S.C. 558b-1), which 
read as follows in the United States Code: 


“§ 558b. Exchange of land or property 

“In any case in which it may be necessary or advisable in the 
execution of an authorized work of river and harbor improvement to 
exchange land or other property of the Government for private lands 
or property required for such project, the Secretary of War may, upon 
the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, authorize such exchange 
upon terms and conditions deemed appropriate by him, and any con- 
veyance of Government land or interests therein necessary to effect 
such exchange may be executed by the Secretary of War: Provided 
further, That the authority hereby granted to the Secretary of War 
shall not extend to or include lands held or acquired by the Tennessee 
Valley Authority pursuant to the terms of chapter 12A of title 
This section shall apply to any exchanges heretofore deemed advisable 
in connection with the construction of the Bonneville Dam in the 
Columbia River (June 20, 1938, ch. 535, §2, 52 Stat. 804).” 


“§ 558b-1. Same; application to authorized works of flood control 

“Section 558b of this title is made applicable to authorized works 
of flood control (Aug. 11, 1939, ch. 699, § 3, 53 Stat. 1414).” 

It would be appreciated if you would advise this subcommittee 
whether your Department considers that the Government lands admin- 
istered by your Department are subject to exchange by the Depart- 
ment of the Army as suggested by Mr. Nelson. 

It would also be appreciated if you would comment on the prac- 
ticability and economy of adopting Mr. Nelson’s suggestion that a 
procedure be devised whereby forest lands under the jurisdiction of 
your Department might be transferred to private lumber interests in 
exchange for their private lands which are being acquired by the 
Corps of Engineers for flood-control projects. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ear. Cuuporr, 
Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 
Committee on Government Operations. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., August 2, 1957. 

Hon. Eart Cuuporr, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works and Resources, 

Committee on Government Operations, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Cuuporr: Further reference is made to your request of 
June 25, asking this Department’s views on the exchange of Govern- 
ment-owned timberlands for privately owned lands for flood-control 
projects, as suggested by Mr. A. Z. Nelson of the National Lumber 
Manufacturers Association in his testimony before your subcommittee. 
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It is our opinion that the exchange authorization conferred on the 
Secretary of the Army by section 2 of the River and Harbor Act of 
June 20, 1938 (52 Stat. 804), and the Flood Control Act of August 11, 

1939 (53 Stat. 1414), applies only to the lands administered. by the 
Corps of Engineers for civil-works purposes. Accordingly, the lands 
administered by this Department are not subject to exchange by the 
Department of the Army, as suggested by Mr. Nelson. Reference in 
this regard is made to the legislative history of the two acts and to the 
administrative interpretation placed on these acts by the Department 
of the Army. 

You have also requested our opinion as to Mr. Nelson’s suggestion 
that a procedure be devised whereby forest lands under the jurisdiction 
of this Department might be transferred to private lumber interests 
in exchange for their private lands which are being acquired by the 
Corps of Engineers for flood-control projects. Any procedure which 
might be devised would, in our opinion, require specific legislative 
authorization. In general, we would not favor such legislation, as most 
of the forest land administered by this Department has been reserved 
by law for specific purposes. 

The Indian forest lands, although administered by this Department, 
are privately owned lands under the trusteeship of the U.S. Govern- 
ment. Any proposed exchanges involving these lands would require 
the concurrence of the Indian owners and payment to the Indians for 
the loss of property. 

The national parks and monuments which have slightly more than 
6 million acres of the finest forest lands in the Nation are reserved 
from any commercial use and hence could not be included in an 
exchange such as contemplated by Mr. Nelson. An exchange would, 
of course, place a logging operation within the boundaries of a park. 

In a similar manner the national wildlife refuges are reserved for 
the maintenance of wildlife habitat and would not lend themselves 
to consideration in such an exchange. 

The O. & C. forest lands in western Oregon are reserved by 
special act of Congress specifically for sustained-yield management in 
perpetuity with a fixed percentage of the gross revenues accruing to 
the counties in which they are located. Any suggestions for the 
transfer of any of these lands from their present specific form of 
management undoubtedly would be resisted by the land-grant counties 
of western Oregon in which these commercial forest lands lie. 

The remaining forest lands administered by this Department are 
those remnants of the public domain scattered throughout the 
Western States. In our opinion, these lands are not in sufficiently 
large blocks to warrant consideration for the purposes contemplated 
by Mr. Nelson’s proposal. With the exception of an occasional 
section which might lend itself to the proposal, these lands do not lie 
in geographical locations or are they of sufficient importance from a 
commercial timber standpoint to warrant very much consideration. 

In conclusion, it does appear to us that the suggestion made by 
Mr. Nelson is not practicable insofar as this Department is concerned. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFrFice OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., April 1, 1958. 

Hon. Witiu1am L. Dawson, 

Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 

House of Represe ntatives, 

Washington, D.C. 

T 


Dear Mr. Dawson: Recommendation No. 5 in the report of your 
committee of August 16, 1957, on Army-Interior reservoir land acquisi- 
tion policy, H.R. 1185, 85th C ongress, was as follows: 

“5. The Department of the Army, the Department of Agriculture, 
and ae Department of the Interior ‘should jointly study, and report 
back to this committee not later than March 1, 1958, as to the prac- 
ticability of effecting exchanges of Government forest lands for private 
forest lands acquired for reservoir projects. In any such exchange 
procedure, the agency having primary jurisdiction over the public 
forest land should have the right to determine whether or not the 
exchange should be made; the exchange should adequately protect 
watersheds and public hunting and fishing; only comparable types of 
forest lands should be exchanged, and only on the basis of equal values; 
timberlands in parks, wildlife refuges, and military and Indian reser- 
vations should not be used for such exchanges; and the public interest 
should be fully protected by such other conditions as may be 
necessary.” 

We have given intensive study to the committee’s recommendation 
and have discussed it with representatives of the Department of the 
Army and of the Department of Agriculture. You will find our 
conclusions are similar. 

The committee’s proposal is not unlike that contained in H.R. 4646 
of the 83d Congress, which would have authorized the exchange of 
Federal timberlands for privately owned lands, being managed on a 
sustained-yield basis, which the United States found necessary to 
acquire. As your committee is aware, this Department reported 
favorably on H.R. 4646. However, the bill died in committee after 
being recommitted on February 17, 1954, by a vote of 226 to 161 on 
the floor of the House. We note that several members of your com- 
mittee opposed H.R. 4646. As we understand the committee’s 
suggestion, your inquiry pertains to the acquisition of any private 
forest lands acquired in connection with a reservoir project and is 
not limited to condemned private forest lands being managed on a 
sustained-yield basis. As you will recall, in its report on H.R. 4646 
this Department recommended that no transfer authorized by that 
bill be permitted within the boundaries of national parks, national 
monuments, wilderness areas, or wildlife refuges. 

The committee’s recommendation excludes from consideration the 
timberlands in national parks, national wildlife refuges, and the Indian 
reservations; hence, there remains for consideration, insofar as this 
Department is concerned, only the commercial timberlands encom- 
passed within the revested Oregon & California Railroad and recon- 
veyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant lands in western Oregon and the 
scattered public domain lands. 

The O. & C. lands are administered in accordance with the act of 
August 28, 1937, which provides that the timber on these lands “shall 
be sold, cut, and removed in conformity with the principle of sustained 
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yield for the purpose of providing a permanent source of timber sup- 
ply, protecting watersheds, regulating streamflow, contributing to the 
economic stability of local ‘communities and industries, and providing 
recreational facilities * * *.” Timber from these lands is utilized bya 
large segment of the industry, and there is intense competition for the 
stumpage from the O. & C. lands. The committee’s suggestion could 
result in diminishing the amount of timber available to timber opera- 
tors dependent upon O. & C. lands. Although the committee states 
that “only comparable types of forest lands should be exchanged and 
only on the basis of equal values,” unless this language means that 
there could be no exchange for O. & C. lands unless the lands acquired 
had been managed under a sustained-yield basis, the net result would 
be to authorize the exchange of Federal lands being operated on such 
a basis for non-Federal lands which have not been operated on such 
a basis. This policy could obviously decrease the timber reserves 
available. Also, although the committee suggests that “the public 
interests should be fully protected by such other conditions as may 
be necessary,” we find nothing to suggest that any Federal lands trans- 
ferred into private ownership pursuant to such a suggestion could con- 
tain conditions to preserve sustained-yield management. 

The public domain distributed throughout the Western States does 
not have extensive areas of timberland, although there are States in 
which this type of timberland does have local commercial significance. 
Where this is the case the same result would ensue as indicated for 
the O. & C. lands. 

This Department acquires non-Federal lands when necessary for 
reservoir projects either through negotiation or the exercise of the 
right of eminent domain. Of course, ‘normally we pay the owners the 
dollar value of their property. To pay for such lands by a transfer 
of land would be an innovation, particularly if such payment were 
limited to timberlands acquired for water resource projects only. 

We do not, therefore, believe that the exchanges you suggest would 
be in the public interest. 

Sincerely yours, 
D. Oris Brastey, 


Administrative Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


APPENDIX C 


CoRRESPONDENCE BETWEEN COMMITTEE AND THE DEPARTMENT OF 
THE ARMY 
JUNE 25, 1957. 
Hon. Wiiser M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army, 
U.S. Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: On June 20, 1957, Mr. A. Z. Nelson, 
representing the National Lumber Manufacturers Association, testi- 
fied before this subcommittee concerning the joint land- -acquisition 
policy of the Departments of the Army and the Interior. 

In his testimony Mr. Nelson stated that the construction of flood- 
control projects, particularly by the Corps of Engineers, results in 
serious loss of timberlands to private lumber industry. He suggested 
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that such loss could be minimized if the Secretary of the Army ex- 
changed Government-owned timberlands for privately owned lode 
required for flood-control projects. He suggested that such exchange 
could be accomplished under authority of section 2 of the act of June 
20, 1938 (52 Stat. 804, 33 U.S.C. 558b), as extended by section 3 of 
the act of August 11, 1939 (53 Stat. 1414, 33 U.S.C. 558b-1), which 
read as follows in the United States Code: 


“§ 558b. Exchange of land or property. 


“In any case in which it may be necessary or advisable in the 
execution of an authorized work of river and harbor improvement 
to exchange land or other property of the Government for private 
lands or property required for such project, the Secretary of War 
may, upon the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, authorize 
such exchange upon terms and conditions deemed appropriate by 
him, and any conveyance of Government land or interests therein 
necessary to effect such exchange may be executed by the Secretary 
of War: Provided further, That the authority hereby granted to the 
Secretary of War shall not extend to or include lands held or acquired 
by the Tennessee Valley Authority pursuant to the terms of chapter 
12A of title 16. This section shall apply to any exchanges heretofore 
deemed advisable in connection with the construction of the Bonne- 
ville Dam in the Columbia River (June 20, 1938, ch. 535, § 2, 52 
Stat. 804).” 


“§ 5586-1. Same; application to authorized works of flood control. 

“Section 558b of this title is made applicable to authorized works 
of flood control (Aug. 11, 1939, ch. 699, § 3, 53 Stat. 1414).” 

It would be appreciated if your Department could supply answers 
to the following questions: 

(1) Does your Department consider that the exchange authority 
conferred by these acts applies to lands administered only by the 
Department of the Army? (If it applies to lands administered only 
by the Corps of Engineers, please so state.) 

(2) If not, to what lands of what other agencies (e.g., Forest Service, 
Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs, etc.) does 
this exchange authority now extend? 

(3) What is the impact of subsection 203(c) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act (40 U.S.C. sec. 484) which authorizes 
exchanges of property, and subsection 602(c) of that act (40 U.S.C., 
sec. 474), which makes the latter act paramount “to any authority 
conferred by any other law. * * *”? 

It would also be appreciated if you would advise this subcommittee 
as to the extent to which the exchange authority conferred by the 
acts of 1938 and 1939 has been utilized in connection with flood con- 
trol projects, and particularly forest lands acquired for such projects. 

If lands of other Government agencies have not heretofore been 
exchanged for private timberlands which are being acquired by the 
Corps of Engineers for flood-control projects, it would also be appreci- 
ated if you would comment on the practicability and economy of 
adopting Mr. Nelson’s suggestion that a procedure be devised whereby 
forest lands under the jurisdiction of other departments might be 
transferred to private lumber interests in exchange for their private 
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lands which are being acquired by the Corps of Engineers for flood- 
control projects. 
Sincerely yours, 
Eart Cuuporr, 
Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 
Committee on Government Operations. 


Juty 5, 1957. 
Hon. Eart Cuvuporr, 
Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Cuvuporr: Reference is made to your request of June 25, 
1957, for comment on the authority of the Department of the Army 
to exchange Government-owned timberlands for privately owned 
lands required for flood-control projects as suggested in testimony 
presented to your committee June 20, 1957, by Mr. A. Z. Nelson, 
forest economist of the National Lumber Manufacturers Association. 
I am pleased to inform you as follows as to the position of the Depart- 
ment of the Army: 

1. Question. Does your Department consider that the exchange 
authority conferred by these acts applies to lands administered only 
by the Department of the Army? (If it applies to lands administered 
only by the Corps of Engineers, please so state.) 

Answer.—It is considered that the exchange authority contained in 
section 2 of the River and Harbor Act of June 20, 1938 (52 Stat. 804) 
and the Flood Control Act of August 11, 1939 (53 Stat. 1414) applies 
only to lands administered by the Corps of Engineers for civil-works 
purposes. 

2. Question. If not, to what lands of what other agencies (e.g., 
Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, etc.) does this exchange authority now extend? 

Answer.—Does not apply to lands of any other agencies. 

3. Question. What is the impact of subsection 203(c) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act (40 U.S.C. sec. 484) which 
authorizes exchanges of property, and subsection 602(c) of that act 
(40 U.S.C. sec. 474), which makes the latter act paramount “to any 
authority conferred by any other law * * *.’”? 

Answer. We do not believe that the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act in any way affects the exchange authority 
contained in the 1938 and 1939 acts since the Federal Property Act 
is concerned only with excess and surplus property. 

4. Question. It would also be appreciated if you would advise this 
subcommittee as to the extent to which the exchange authority con- 
ferred by the acts of 1938 and 1939 has been utilized in connection 
with flood-control projects, and particularly forest lands acquired for 
such projects. 

Answer. The exchange authority has been used primarily in con- 
nection with the relocation of facilities and has not been utilized in 
connection with forest lands as suggested by Mr. Nelson. 

5. Question. If lands of other Government agencies have not here- 
tofore been exchanged for private timber lands which are being 
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acquired by the Corps of Engineers for flood-control projects, it 
would also be appreciated if you would comment on the practicability 
and economy of adopting Mr. Nelson’s suggestion that a procedure 
be devised whereby forest lands under the jurisdiction of other 
departments might be transferred to private lumber interests in 
exchange for their private lands which are being acquired by the 
Corps of Engineers for flood-control projects. 

Answer. The procedure suggested by Mr. Nelson to utilize lands 
of other departments in exchange for private lands required for our 
civil-works projects might be economical from the standpoint of the 
cost of our particular project, if exchange could be accomplished 
without reimbursement or transfer of funds. The Department of 
the Army, however, does not know what effect it would have on the 
other departments involved or the administration of the program for 
which the property was acquired. ‘Therefore, this Department can- 
not comment on the practicability or overall economy from the 
standpoint of the Government as a whole. 

Sincerely yours, 
Witser M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE Army, 
Washington, D.C., May 6, 1958. 
Hon. Wiiutam L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Dawson: In the report of your committee dated August 
16, 1957, on Army-Interior reservoir land acquisition policy, House 
Report No. 1185, 85th Congress, recommendation No. 5 was as 
follows: 

“The Department of the Army, the Department of Agriculture, 
and the Department of the Interior should jointly study, and report 
back to this committee not later than March 1, 1958, as to the prac- 
ticability of effecting exchanges of Government forest lands for private 
forest lands acquired for reservoir projects. In any such exchange 
procedure, the agency having primary jurisdiction over the public 
forest land should have the right to determine whether or not the 
exchange should be made; the exchange should adequately protect 
watershed and public hunting and fishing; only comparable types of 
forest lands should be exchanged, and only on the basis of equal values; 
timberlands in parks, wildlife refuge, and military and Indian reserva- 
tions should not be used for such exchanges; and the public interest 
should be fully protected by such other conditions as may be neces- 
sary.” 

On June 25, 1957, the chairman of the Public Works and Resources 
Subcommittee asked for the views of this Department with respect to 
exchange of Government-owned timberlands for privately owned 
timberland required in connection with flood-control projects and, also, 
whether statutory authority existed to accomplish such exchanges. 
My views, in answer to this letter, were expressed in my letter dated 
July 5, 1957, to the chairman of the subcommittee. You will recall 
that in my letter I stated that the Department’s position is that there 
is no existing statutory authority to exchange privately owned 
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timberlands required for reservoir purposes for Government-owned 
forest lands outside the reservoir area. 

The administration of a land-acquisition program which places a 
responsibility on the Government to provide replacement land in lieu 
of that which the Government is seeking to acquire is most difficult 
and impractical to accomplish. As indicated in recommendation No. 
5, the exchange should involve comparable types of forest land of equal 
value. In other similar exchange transactions which have been 
authorized by the Congress, it has been observed that it is difficult to 
come into agreement as to the comparability of the land proposed for 
exchange and the respective values of the lands involved in the ex- 
change. Furthermore, it is my view that an exchange of forest lands 
results in giving special treatment to the owners of timberland not 
given to the owners of other types of land. I have concluded, there- 
fore, that it would be inadeiaatie to consider the exchange of forest 
lands as suggested in recommendation No. 5. This conclusion is 
concurred in by the Departments of Agriculture and Interior. 

I am aware of the fact that the timber industry prefers to exchange 
their timberlands, located in reservoir projects, for comparable timber- 
lands in Government ownership outside the area of the reservoir 
project. I believe that the solution of this problem along with the 
question of the amount of compensation paid to landowners whose 
lands are required for public-works projects of the Government 
should be reviewed with the objective of treating all landowners 
equally and on a uniform basis by all Government agencies. These 
objectives would, I assume, be reviewed if the Congress gives favorable 
consideration to H.R. 9994, 85th Congress, a bill to establish a Com- 
mission To Study the Adequacy of Compensation for Real Property 
Acquired by the United States. 

In view of the foregoing, it is recommended that further considera- 
tion be deferred with respect to the possible benefits resulting from 


the exchange of timberlands pending action by the Committee on 
Public Works on H.R. 9994. 


Sincerely yours, 
Wiuser M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 


[Note.—H.R. 9994 was not reported by the Committee on Public 
Works during the 85th Congress.] 
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